Securely attached, strongly committed? On the influence of attachment orientations on organizational commitment 
Introduction
Over the life course, individuals engage in a broad variety of bonds. They not only make bonds with other individuals, but also commit themselves to certain products, clubs, brands, opinions and, most notable in the present context, to the organization they work for (Schmidt, Hollmann & Sodenkamp, 1998, p. 93) . The bond between an employee and the organization he works for is referred to as organizational commitment in the literature (Felfe, Schmook, Schyns & Six, 2008; Moser, 1996 Moser, /1997 . Organizational commitment has received considerable research interest over the past decades. This research interest may at least partly have been stimulated by the conviction that a committed workforce is beneficial for organizational functioning and effectiveness (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer, Vandenberghe, & Becker, 2004) .
The very first bond human beings make however is the bond between a child and its primary caregiver, known as attachment bond (Bowlby, 1975; Ainsworth, 1979) . This bond is said to be based on the quality of interactions between an attachment figure and a child. Children who perceive their primary caregiver as available and responsive are said to develop secure attachment. The according experiences between the child and its primary caregiver are assumed to be stored in the child's internal working models of attachment (Bowlby, 1975) . These internal working models consist of cognitive representations of the self and others, and, following proponents of early attachment theory, do guide human behavior, our expectations and emotions throughout the life span.
In line with that reasoning, already Bolwby (1975) argued that in adolescence and adulthood attachment behavior is not only of relevance in intimate relationships. It may also be directed towards groups and, of special relevance to us, towards institutions. In detail, Bolwby (1975, p. 193) postulated that school or a university, a work group, as well as a religious or political association, may represent a central attachment figure for some individuals, and one of inferior importance for others. This notion not only implies the relevance of attachment theoretical considerations in a workplace context, but also addresses the possibility of interindividual differences in organizational commitment, based on attachment orientations. In other words, it suggests that interpersonal attachment orientations may influence individual attachment towards an organization, i.e. organizational commitment. Such interplay also seems plausible since definitions of both constructs -interpersonal attachment and organizational commitment -are based on the same underlying concepts. Thus, attachment and commitment both are considered as specific bonds or linkages. Moreover, the term "attachment" is also part of definitions of (affective) commitment (Bowbly, 1975; Meyer, Becker & Van Dick, 2006) . The difference between the two constructs lies in the respective attachment figure: in the case of interpersonal attachment the primary caregiver or in adulthood varying significant others, such as close friends, team members, leaders or romantic partners may represent potential attachment figures; in the case of (high) organizational commitment the organization may function as attachment figure and accordingly may also be the focus of adult attachment behaviors.
The previous comments stress the fact that the generalizability of attachment theory to the sphere of work life has already been hypothesized over three decades ago. Astonishingly, researchers so far have only paid little attention to this field. The few existing works however, such as the initial work of Hazan and Shaver (1990) , or the more recent research of Geller and Bamberger (2009) , consistently provide empirical evidence for the explanatory value of attachment theory in understanding workplace behavior. Nonetheless, to the authors' best knowledge, the intuitively appealing and theoretically plausible link between individual attachment orientations on the one hand and organizational commitment on the other has not been addressed in previous studies. Considering these facts, the aim of the work at hand is to explore the hypothesized link between interpersonal attachment and organizational commitment. In doing so, we seek to contribute to the literature by providing further empirical evidence (1) for the potential value of attachment theory in a workplace context in general, and (2) for interindividual, attachment-related differences in organizational commitment in particular. Furthermore, with our focus on attachment orientations, we consider personal antecedents of organizational commitment. The latter have been neglected so far in favor of situational predictors of organizational commitment (Johnson & Chang, 2006) .
Organizational Commitment
Organizational Commitment is understood as ''a bond or linking of the individual to the organization'' (Mathieu & Zajac; 1990, p. 171) and within the majority of definitions "as a stabilizing and obliging force that gives direction to behavior and binds a person to a course of action" (Felfe et al., 2008, p. 82) .
The prevailing conceptual basis in more recent research is the Three Component Model of Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) , which is also used in the study at hand. This model claims to encompass the different perspectives regarding "the nature of the psychological state being described'' (Meyer & Allen, 1997, p. 11) , i.e. the nature of the bond or linkage between the employee and the organization. The three commitment components suggested by Meyer and Allen (1997) are affective, normative and continuance commitment. Affective commitment to the organization is based on emotional attachment, identification with, and involvement in the organization. Normative commitment refers to the felt obligation to remain with the organization due to according values, such as loyalty towards the employer. Affectively committed employees are thus said to maintain organizational membership because they want to do so, whereas normatively committed workers stay in the organization because they ought to do so. If staying with the organization is based on the fact of high costs associated with leaving, or on lacking occupational alternatives, workers continue membership in the organization because they need to do so. This form of organizational commitment is referred to as continuance commitment.
Especially affective commitment has been found to lead to a number of favorable consequences, e.g. job satisfaction, reduced turnover intentions, organizational citizenship behaviors or enhanced job performance. Correlations with such positive work variables are weaker for normative commitment, or may even be negative, as in the case of continuance commitment (Meyer et al., 2006) . Regarding antecedents of commitment, the bulk of research focuses on work experience variables, i.e. situational variables, such as organizational supportiveness and fairness, job scope or task au-tonomy (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch &Topolnytsky, 2002) . Amongst the individual difference variables studied were demographics, but results were not promising (Johnson, Chang & Yang, 2010) . In addition, cultural value orientations and personality variables have been studied as antecedents of commitment. With regard to the former, Felfe, Schmook and Six (2006) found collectivism to be related to organizational and work group commitment. In addition, they found positive correlations between power distance and uncertainty avoidance on the one hand and continuance commitment on the other. Uncertainty avoidance also had positive relationships with normative commitment. For neuroticism, negative correlations with affective commitment were found. However, when neuroticism functions as one predictor variable amongst other personal and work characteristics, its relationship with affective commitment is not significant anymore (Herz, Beck & Felfe, 2009 ). In sum, according to Johnson, Chang and Yang (2010) or Johnson and Chang (2006) , of all individual variables only locus of control and self-efficacy received considerable research interest. Nonetheless, even for those variables identified correlations turned out to be weak.
With respect to commitment, not only different components but also different foci have been distinguished in the literature. Felfe et al. (2008) for example suggested that employees may not only commit themselves to the organization (organizational commitment), but also to their profession (occupational commitment). Furthermore, taking into account the presence of new and varying employment forms, workers may also commit themselves to a special employment form (commitment towards the form of employment). The focus of the present research, building on Bowlby's (1975) assumptions presented above, is on workers commitment to the organization, i.e. organizational commitment.
Attachment
Originally observed in children, also adults have been found to show attachment behaviors, which are functionally equivalent to those of children (Fraley & Shaver, 1998) . Building on attachment styles previously identified in children (Ainsworth, 1979) , Hazan and Shaver (1987) initially differentiated three attachment styles in adults: a secure, an anxious ambivalent and an avoidant attachment style. Subsequently, and against the background of Bowlby's (1975) concept of internal working models, Bartholomew and Horrowitz (1991) suggested a four category model of adult attachment, which is based on the two underlying attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance. The anxiety dimension is characterized by a negative view of the self and a positive view of others. High anxiety goes along with a strong need for attention and care and a strong tendency to seek proximity of and dependence on valued others. Anxious individuals, feeling unworthy themselves, constantly worry about not being accepted, being disliked or rejected. The dimension of avoidant attachment in contrast is characterized by a negative view of others and a positive self. Accordingly, high avoidance is related to perceptions of others as unavailable, unresponsive and untrustworthy. Consequently, it leads to the suppression of attachment needs and behaviors in contact with others. Avoidant attachment further goes along with discomfort with closeness and intimacy as well as with a strong need for autonomy and independence (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998; Game, 2008; Miculincer & Shaver, 2005) .
The described adult attachment orientations of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance assist in explaining numerous psychological phenomena, such as altruism (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005) , perceptions of social support, coping behaviors (Ognibene & Collins, 1998) , and affect regulation (Miculincer, Shaver & Pereg, 2003) . Moreover, as will be shown below, the few existing works provide evidence for the contribution of attachment theory to an understanding of human behavior and attitudes in work life. Hazan and Shaver (1990) were the first who extended attachment theory to the work domain. Based on their findings, they argue that secure attachment goes along with a secure orientation towards work. The secure work orientation is characterized by an ability to experience pleasure in work life and by confidence in one's own abilities instead of constant fears of failure. In spite of this, secure individuals were found to value personal relationships more than work. Accordingly, they clearly prioritize private over work life. For secure individuals, neither work nor private life serve to compensate deficits or unmet attachment needs. Anxious individuals, due to their negative self perception, constantly strive for respect and admiration from valued others, and they view work as a mean to gain these (Hazan & Shaver, 1990) . At the same time however, they always fear being rejected by other team members or colleagues, because anxious persons do not feel loveable. For avoidant employees, Hazan and Shaver (1990) finally reported that they willingly use obligations at work to avoid private obligations, such as meeting friends or spending time with the partner or the family. In line with that, avoidant individuals do not seem to be able to derive pleasure from holidays and tend to work long hours (Hazan & Shaver, 1990) . Although Hazan and Shaver's (1990) findings paved the way to extend attachment theory to the work domain, interest in this field of research has been comparably modest. Nonetheless, the few existing studies stress generalizability to and meaningfulness of attachment theoretical assumptions in a work context. Hardy and Barkham (1994) for example succeeded in a replication and extension of Hazan and Shaver's (1990) findings. In line with attachment theory, they found anxious employees to be dissatisfied with relationships at work and to experience feelings of shame with respect to their performance. For avoidant workers, their findings imply dissatisfaction and conflicts with colleagues, dissatisfaction with task variety as well as with the number of working hours, and the experience of their own work as boring.
Attachment and work
In a conceptual paper, Popper and Mayseless (2003) started from the premise of an analogy between transformational leaders and good parents. They suggested the application of attachment theory to understand developmental processes and psychological aspects of leadership issues. Empirical evidence for the relevance of attachment theoretical assumptions regarding leadership issues was provided by Schirmer and Lopez (2001) as well as by Game (2008) . The former found lower levels of perceived supervisor support for anxious and avoidant attachment and demonstrated that considering attachment orientations improves the prediction of work strain. Game (2008) showed that emotional reactions on perceived supervisor behavior are dependent on attachment orientations. Their findings suggest anxious attachment to be related to emotions of distress and anger. Avoidant attachment only was associated with anger but not with emotions of distress.
The role of secure attachment as a health resource of working adults was illustrated by Simmons and colleagues (Simmons, Gooty, Nelson & Little, 2009 ). According to their results, low avoidance and low anxiety (i.e. secure attachment) were positively related to hope and trust and negatively to employee burnout.
Attachment orientations further have been found to be linked to employees' helping (Geller & Bamberger, 2009 ) and citizenship behaviors (Desivilya, Sabag & Ashton, 2006) . In detail, attachment anxiety and avoidance were negatively related to helping behaviors directed at coworkers. In line with that, secure individuals, i.e. individuals low in anxiety and avoidance, showed significantly higher tendencies towards OCBs compared to their insecure counterparts.
Also ethical standards and behaviors seem to be influenced by an individual's attachment orientation. Thus, Albert and Horowitz (2009) found that consumers as well as managers with secure attachment dispose of more ethical beliefs.
Krausz and colleagues (Krausz, Bizman & Braslavsky, 2001 ) finally tried to explain preferences for different employment contracts on the basis of individual differences in attachment security. In contrast to their expectations grounded in attachment theory, anxious workers disposed of a relatively higher preference for the external contract and a relatively lower preference for the internal contract than respondents with secure or avoidant attachment. With their unexpected preference for the internal contract, secure and avoidant employees did not differ significantly from each other in terms of employment contract preferences. In their work, Krausz and colleagues (Krausz et al., 2001 ) strongly claim further analysis of the role of interindividual differences in attachment with regard to human behavior at work. They deem this …"particularly important in today's world of work, which is characterized by fast changes, high rates of labor-market insecurity, and the ensuing demand upon both organizations and individuals for flexibility. Studies have shown that insecurely attached persons are particularly vulnerable in those circumstances as their capability to cope with and adapt to stressful situations is inferior compared to that of the secure persons" (Krausz et al., 2001, p. 302) .
Attachment and commitment
In terms of antecedents of organizational commitment, Meyer and colleagues (2002) clearly recommend focusing on organizational variables, such as perceived organizational support, instead of person variables. Their opinion is based on their metaanalytical finding that "correlations involving the work experience variables were generally much stronger than those involving personal characteristics" Meyer et al., 2002, p. 32) . From that, Meyer and coworkers (Meyer et al., 2002, p. 38) concluded: "…attempts to recruit or select employees who might be predisposed to being affectively committed will be less effective than will carefully managing their experiences following entry. We agree that post-entry management of work experiences is of importance. Just because of that we think the consideration of personal characteristics is necessary, since it allows organizations to promote those work experiences that not only fit with an employees' commitment form but also with his personality, in our case with an employee's attachment orientation. Thus, we argue in line with Johnson and Chang (2006) that individual difference variables deserve research attention, since "…some employees may be oriented toward specific types of commitment. In these cases, it may be easier for organizations to cultivate commitment by focusing on the specific type that fits with employees' personal characteristics." (Johnson & Chang, 2006, p. 550) .
Starting from these assumptions, the present study wishes to explore the hypothesized link between individual attachment orientations and organizational commitment. To the authors' best knowledge no study to date has explicitly addressed the link between the two attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance on the one hand and the three commitment components on the other. Nonetheless, as far as possible and plausible against the background of the available literature, we still try to deduce hypotheses from past research on the influence of individual attachment orientations on work attitudes other than commitment, and on workplace behaviors. In spite of the attempt to formulate hypotheses, we wish to especially point to the fact that we consider our hypotheses exploratory in nature.
Before deducting the hypotheses, the authors would like to comment on their inherent assumption that low avoidance and low anxiety, i.e. secure attachment, are negatively related to organizational commitment. Due to our methodological conceptualization of attachment on the basis of the two dimensions of anxiety and avoidance however (see methods section), explicit research hypotheses will only be formulated and tested for attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance.
For secure individuals, Hazan and Shaver (1990) reported a clear prioritization of private over work life and that they value relationships more than work. These results suggest a rather low work centrality for secure workers, and low work centrality has been found to be negatively related to organizational commitment (Dubin, Champoux & Porter, 1975) . Building on these findings, one may assume high commitment of secure individuals towards the non-work domain. Furthermore, one can expect attachment needs, needs for identification and involvement, all of which present core components of affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) , to be satisfied outside the workplace. As a consequence, secure individuals may experience less of a need to develop affective bonds with organizations.
Considered against the background of role conflict theory (Greenhaus & Beutel, 1985) , the described high involvement of secures in private life and non-work relationships may limit their investments in other domains. Put differently, we posit that the favored non-work commitments may interfere with other commitments, in the present case with organizational commitment. This line of reasoning fits with Reichers (1986, p. 508) , who points to "the potential for conflict that may exist among multiple commitments". She argues that facing multiple commitments, individuals may experience conflict insofar as they have to decide upon where to invest their energy and towards whom to direct their loyalty. These reflections are inherent in the thesis of conflicting commitments (Gould & Werbel, 1983; Randall, 1987) .
Taken together, these arguments imply a lower propensity for secure individualsi.e. for individuals low in anxiety and low in avoidance -to affectively commit themselves to an organization.
Considering that multiple commitments also imply questions of where to direct one's loyalty (Reichers, 1986) , we further assume lower normative commitment for secure employees, i.e. for individuals low in anxiety and low in avoidance. Due to their prioritization of private over work life or low work centrality, we suppose them to be more likely to experience feelings of obligation and loyalty towards their friends and families than towards organizations.
Another relevant finding for secure individuals is that secures easily adopt to new (work) environments. Such environments always confront individuals with changes and challenges and thus may be experienced as stressors (Blustein, Prezioso & Palladino Schultheiss, 1995) . In that regard, Krausz et al. (2001) argued that secure individuals are more likely to derive pleasure from varying and challenging environments and to strive for possibilities of personal advancement and growth than their insecure counterparts. Krausz et al. (2001) build their arguments on the fact that secure individuals are optimists, who perceive themselves as worthy and competent in interaction with their environment -assumingly because of their inner confidence in being able to master it. Consequently, we suppose leaving an organization and starting in a new one will rather be experienced as a manageable challenge than an impending misery by secure workers. Due to their more optimistic perception of potential costs of leaving as well as of available alternatives, we think of secure employees to be unlikely to stay in an organization because they need to do so. Thereby, we finally allege also lower continuance commitment amongst securely attached employees (i.e. employees low in anxiety and low in avoidance).
With the previous comments and considerations regarding secure attachment on the one hand and affective, normative and continuance commitment on the other, we generally suggest comparably lower organizational commitment for secure individuals, i.e. for individuals low in both anxiety and avoidance. Reconsidered, this implies higher levels of affective, normative and continuance commitment amongst employees high in anxiety and high in avoidance. In the following, we thus present our hypotheses regarding the specific relationships of attachment anxiety and avoidance with each of the three commitment dimensions.
For anxious individuals, Hazan and Shaver's (1990) findings imply a strong emphasis on relationships at work. They are said to view work as a mean to satisfy unmet attachment needs and to dispose of a strong preference for team-work (Hardy & Barkham, 1994) . In addition, "due to their concern with issues of self worth and value, they are particularly vulnerable to the frequent changes of supervisors, peers, and the entire work environment" associated for example with leaving an organization (Krausz et al. 2001, p. 304) . The latter authors further point out the general vulnerability of anxious individuals in environments characterized by low levels of security and continuity, due to their reduced ability to cope with and adjust to such situations. From that we deduce that anxious employees prefer remaining with the organization. On the one hand, they do so because of being emotionally attached to the organization on the basis of relationships with co-workers and their need to work with others.
On the other hand, even if not being completely satisfied, they prefer staying, because of perceiving leaving as too costly. Leaving is perceived costly facing the threatening perspective of a new and unfamiliar work environment, including new and unknown co-workers. Leaving also may seem costly, because current relationships might get lost. Whereas the former reasoning implies high affective commitment for anxious individuals, the latter implies high continuance commitment. Thus within our hypotheses 1 and 2 we posit that: H 1 : Attachment anxiety is positively related to affective commitment.
H 2 : Attachment anxiety is positively related to continuance commitment.
With respect to normative commitment, we start from the fact that anxious individuals, with their already mentioned self-worth focus and their negative self-image, constantly seek to enhance their self-worth by gaining the admiration and acceptance of valued others (Bartholomew & Horrowitz, 1991) . One possibility to gain the acceptance and attention of valued others is to engage in desirable and norm-conform behaviors. In a work context, loyalty towards the employer, a main feature of normative commitment, may be seen as such a behavior. This line of reasoning fits well with Hazan and Shaver's (1990, p. 278) findings according to which anxious individuals' "central motivation at work is to gain respect and admiration from others". Also in line with our considerations is the reported tendency of anxious-ambivalent workers to become over-obligated. Their over-obligation serves to satisfy highly valued colleagues and superiors (Hazan & Shaver, 1990) , from whom in turn they hope to gain affirmation and reassurance. Accordingly, we further assume high normative commitment amongst anxious employees. Put differently: the more anxious employees, the more likely they are to stay in an organization because they ought to do so. Our third hypothesis thus is that H 3 : Attachment anxiety is positively related to normative commitment.
Avoidant workers are said to use work as an escape from interpersonal and emotional problems (Krausz et al., 2001) . Accordingly, Hazan and Shaver (1990) portray avoidant workers as real workaholics, who use work as an excuse for not being forced to participate in social interactions with friends or family members. As a consequence, they work long hours, take few holidays and prefer working alone. Thus, avoidants are said to "work at the expense of health and relationships" (Hardy & Barkham, 1994, p. 267) . This tendency to overwork and to become over-involved with work is also reported by Krausz et al. (2001) .
Being an insecure attachment orientation, attachment avoidance is further associated with difficulties in adapting to changes (Mikulincer et al., 1993) . In general, the avoidance dimension is characterized by a reluctance of becoming dependent on others, due to a lack of trust in them (Game, 2008) . The latter comments imply an aversion of avoidants towards frequent job changes, since new jobs and work environments are associated with insecurity, changes and demand adaptations. Moreover, during the entry period, new jobs and work environments would force avoidants to rely on others and trust in them (Krausz et al. 2001) . Taking this picture of the avoidant worker into account implies high organizational commitment amongst avoidants. But what can we expect in terms of the specific relationships of attachment avoidance with affective, normative and continuance commitment?
Considering their emotional and interpersonal problems in the non-work sphere and their high work engagement, we assume avoidants to compensatorily direct their emotional and attachment needs towards work organizations. In doing so, we assume high affective commitment amongst avoidant employees. We further assume them, based on their affective commitment, to develop consistent normative attitudes. To be precise, we suppose them to ascribe meaning to values such as loyalty and faith towards the organization, thereby suggesting high normative organizational commitment. Our hypotheses four and five, pertaining to the relationship between attachment avoidance on the one hand and affective and normative commitment on the other, therefore are: H 4 : Attachment avoidance is positively related to affective commitment.
H 5 : Attachment avoidance is positively related to normative commitment.
Regarding the development of our sixth and last hypothesis, we again would like to draw the reader's attention to avoidants' aversion towards new job and work environments. Such environments not only force them to adapt to and cope with involved changes and challenges, but also to rely on and trust in new colleagues during the initial phase in the new work organization. Leaving an organization, due to these threatening prospects, may seem too costly for avoidant workers. Thus, they may feel the need to remain with the organization in order to avoid those threatening experiences. These arguments lead us to the assumption of high continuance commitment amongst avoidant workers. Accordingly, our sixth and final hypothesis is: H 6 : Attachment avoidance is positively related to continuance commitment.
Methods
To test the presented assumptions, a questionnaire on the basis of existing, standardized scales and a few additional demographic variables was compiled. It was distributed amongst 156 full-time white collar workers who were enrolled in varying professional degree programs at the Management Center Innsbruck, Austria. Questionnaires were distributed and collected personally. This may explain the fact that with 110 completed and returned questionnaires the response rate (64%) was very high.
Study sample
Of the 110 study participants, 32% (35) were female and 68% (75) were male. Average age was 31.6 years, with the youngest respondent being 22 and the oldest being 46 years old. 71% of the respondents had a university entrance degree (A-level), 16% had a university degree, 13% had a professional qualification or had finished a professional school, and one percent of the participants had only completed compulsory education. Average tenure was about seven years.
Measures
Besides demographic variables, the distributed questionnaire consisted of the Scales to Measure Two Dimensions of Attachment Insecurity (Grau, 1999 ). Grau's (1999) scales measure attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Example items for the anxiety dimension are "I often worry about others not liking me enough", "I am concerned about not being important enough for other persons" and "My need for attention is often not met by others.". The items "In close relationships I quickly get the feeling of being restricted in my personal freedom", "If others come to close to me, I distance myself from them" and "I usually prefer being on my own over being in company of others." present example items of the avoidance dimension. Grau (1999) reports internal consistencies of D=.89-.91 for the anxiety scale and of D=.82-.86 for the avoidance scale.
The dimensional assessment of attachment orientations was used in the present study because more recent research (e.g. Geller & Bamberger, 2009 ) conceptualizes attachment on the basis of the two underlying dimensions of anxiety and avoidance. In addition, it allows for the avoidance of grouping problems associated with analyses on the basis of styles (Coble et al., 1996) .
The questionnaire further comprised of a German version of the Commitment Scales of Allen and Meyer (1990) , provided by Schmidt et al. (1998) . In line with the three component model of commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) , these scales allow for measuring affective, continuance and normative commitment. Example items for the three scales are: "I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization" (affective commitment, reverse coded); "I believe that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization" (continuance commitment); "If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere, I would not feel it was right to leave my organization" (normative commitment). Reported internal consistencies are D=.76 for affective and continuance commitment and D=.79 for normative commitment (Schmidt et al., 1998) .
Individuals made their judgments on the attachment and commitment scales on seven point rating scales (1= not at all true to 7 = very true).
Results
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations together with the reliabilities of the scales can be seen in table 1. Grau's (1999) attachment scales is good. Internal consistencies of the affective, continuance and normative commitment scales range from ơ=.71-.74 and suggest satisfying reliability of the commitment scales.
Before analyzing the present data regarding our research hypotheses, we also tested the validity of the measures by means of factor analysis (see tables 3 and 4 in appendix). In terms of validity, principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation confirmed the two factor structure suggested by Grau (1999) . Factor loadings of the 10 anxiety items ranged from .63 to .88, factor loadings of the 10 avoidance items from .44 to .72. Together, the anxiety (30.57%) and avoidance factor (17.99%) explained 48.56% of total variance.
With respect to the commitment scales, the three factor structure identified by Schmidt et al. (1998) was confirmed by a principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation. This underlines the construct validity of the questionnaire. In total, the affective commitment factor (8.53%), the continuance commitment factor (10.14%) and the normative commitment factor (25.17%) explain 43.84% in variance. Factor loadings range from .29 to .72 for affective commitment, from .44 to .81 for continuance commitment, and from .43 to .71 for normative commitment. Three items were excluded because communalities were too low.
Considering that the two attachment dimensions as well as the three commitment dimensions explain less than 50% of variance, the amount of explained variance could be higher. To test our hypotheses (H 1 -H 6 ) regarding a potential interplay between anxious and avoidant attachment on the one hand and affective, continuance and normative commitment on the other, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted. In a first step we entered the demographic variables sex, age, education level and job tenure for control purposes. In a second step we additionally included attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance as predictors. In the third and final step the interaction term anxiety x avoidance was added, in order to test for possible interactions between the two attachment dimensions. The according results are pictured in table 2.
In our hypotheses 1-3 we postulated a positive relationship between attachment anxiety and affective (H 1 ), continuance (H 2 ) and normative (H 3 ) commitment, respectively.
As pictured in table 2, attachment anxiety is a highly significant predictor of affective (Ƣ=.28), continuance (Ƣ=.28) and normative (Ƣ=.27) commitment.
Within hypothesis 4-6 we argued for a positive relationship between attachment avoidance and affective (H 4 ), normative (H 5 ) and continuance (H 6 ) commitment. According to our results shown in table 2, attachment avoidance only is a highly significant predictor of affective commitment (Ƣ=.36), but not of continuance or normative commitment. Thus, hypotheses 1-4 are confirmed, hypotheses 5 and 6 are not supported. Findings in table 2 do not reveal a significant interaction between anxious and avoidant attachment in the prediction of affective, continuance or normative commitment.
The included demographic variables sex, age, education level and job tenure do not contribute to the prediction of the three commitment dimensions.
Discussion
Organizational commitment, especially affective commitment, has been found to be related to a number of desirable work outcomes, such as decreased withdrawal and turnover intentions, or enhanced performance (Meyer et al., 2002) . Thus, it is not sur-prising that organizations show a considerable interest in ways and means to establish and maintain a committed workforce. As outlined at the onset of the present paper, the according research on antecedents of employee commitment is marked by a focus on contextual factors. Amongst the personal antecedents studied so far were locus of control and self-efficay (Meyer et al., 2002) . The few existing results on relationships between other individual difference variables, such as demographics (Johnson et al., 2010) or neuroticism (Herz et al., 2009) , and organizational commitment were less promising. Nonetheless, organizations may profit from the consideration of personal antecedents in promoting employee commitment (Johnson & Chang, 2006) . Therefore, our work aimed at shedding a first light on the unique relations between attachment anxiety and avoidance on the one hand and affective, continuance and normative commitment on the other. With this aim, the study at hand not only addresses the neglicence of personal antecedents of commitment in past research. It also adds to the attachment literature by linking interpersonal to organizational attachment.
Taken together, current results suggest that the attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance contribute to explained variance in affective, continuance and normative commitment. In detail, explained variance is highest for affective commitment, whereas explained variance for normative and continuance commitment is rather low.
Regarding attachment anxiety, we hypothesized and found positive relationships with all three commitment components. Thus, the according research hypotheses 1-3 are confirmed. Seemingly, high anxiety goes along with commitment towards the organization. As we argued above, anxious employees' commitment may be based on the fact that anxious individuals use work to meet unsatisfied attachment needs (H 1 -affective commitment), perceive job alternatives negatively and leaving too costly (H 2 -continuance commitment) and finally consider loyal behavior as a mean to get acceptance from valued others (H 3 -normative commitment).
Within our hypotheses 4-6, we assumed high avoidance to be positively related to affective (H 4 ), normative (H 5 ) and continuance (H 6 ) commitment. In contrast to our expectations, results only revealed a positive correlation with affective commitment. Thereby, current findings suggest that avoidant individuals experience satisfaction of their otherwise unmet emotional needs through organizational membership. Regarding normative commitment, we expected that avoidants, consistent with their emotional attachment to the organization, develop corresponding attitudes, such as loyalty and faith towards the organization. The present findings however revealed no significant relationship between avoidance and normative commitment. Facing this result, one might argue that the assumed consistency between affective and normative attitudes only holds true for a part of the avoidant employees. Putting this line of reasoning forward, we posit that in the case of strong emotions (i.e. high affective commitment) not all individuals may feel the need for an additional normative justification of their affective commitment. With respect to continuance commitment, we expected high continuance commitment amongst avoidants (H 6 ). In detail, we argued that the prospect of having to trust in and being dependent on non-valued others when starting a new job, would be perceived as threatening by avoidants. As a consequence, we assumed them to perceive leaving too costly and accordingly to dispose of high continuance commitment. Our results however failed to confirm this notion. The observed non-significant correlation may be explained by contradictions between the described preference to remain with the organization due to social anxieties of having to trust or becoming dependent and the characteristic positive self-perception of avoidants. While the former prevents avoidants from leaving, the latter can be expected to lead them to positive evaluations of their professional competence and occupational alternatives, which implies low continuance commitment. Statistically, these contradictions may manifest in the failure to detect neither a positive nor a negative correlation between attachment avoidance and continuance commitment.
Considered as a whole, the presented results suggest that attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance do relate differently to affective, normative and continuance commitment. This fact stresses the relevance of considering attachment orientations as an individual difference variable in building and sustaining employee commitment.
Thereby, findings lend support to Johnson and Chang's (2006) pleading for the consideration of individual difference variables. At the same time, they contradict Meyer et al. (2002) who discouraged research on personal antecedents of organizational commitment. Indeed, individual attachment orientations may predispose the employee to certain forms of organizational commitment. Following Johnson and Chang (2006) , this individual predisposition towards a certain form of organizational commitment may then allow the organization to promote organizational commitment under consideration of the specific "person-commitment fit" (Meyer et al., 2002) .
Person-Organization-Fit research is rooted in the Attraction-Selection-Attrition framework (ASA; Schneider, 1987) . The ASA framework suggests that employees actively search for work situations that are attractive to them, instead of being passively assigned to certain jobs. Against that background, it seems reasonable to assume that just as attachment orientations predispose individuals to certain forms of commitment, attachment orientations may as well promote self-selection of individuals into organizations that already differ from each other in terms of their commitment potential. Due to the cross-sectional design of our work we are unfortunately not able to rule out this possibility. Also, the above cited first empirical evidence on attachment orientations and preferences for specific employment contracts (Krausz et al., 2001) does not allow drawing any firm conclusions, since the according findings are exploratory in nature and, at least partly, contradict attachment theory based expectations. Anyway, we are of the opinion that the question of whether attachment orientations are related to a preference for certain types of organizations definitely deserves attention in future research.
Reconsidered, our findings of high commitment amongst anxious and avoidant employees imply low affective, low normative and low continuance commitment for employees low in anxiety and low in avoidance, i.e. for secure employees. As already argued before, this negative relationship may be due to conflicting commitments between non-work obligations on the one hand and professional ones on the other (Gould & Werbel, 1983; Randall, 1987) . In addition, we expected secure workers' attachment needs, needs for identification and involvement to be satisfied outside the workplace. Considering these facts together with secures' prioritization of private over work life (Hazan & Shaver, 1990) , secure employees may be less affectively committed because they experience less of a need to develop an affective bond with their organi-zation. Similarly, their normative commitment may be lower because they rather direct their loyalty towards friends and family than towards a work organization. Their lower continuance commitment finally may be traced back to their more optimistic perception of potential costs of leaving, of available alternatives as well as of their personal competencies.
Another plausible but conflicting explanation for the lower organizational commitment amongst secures may have to do with the focus of our work on organizational commitment. Since secure attachment is known to establish individuals with the ability to build and maintain positive relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) , it is reasonable to assume that secure attachment goes along with higher levels in other foci of commitment, e.g. in supervisor or team commitment. As our findings do not allow ruling out one of these alternative interpretations, there is a need for further research in this regard.
A very intriguing practical question arising from our results is, whether or not they imply abstaining from the employment of secure workers. Regarding this question, several aspects have to be taken into account. First of all, secure employees have been constantly identified as having a "secure orientation to work" (Hazan & Shaver, 1990, p. 271) , i.e. as being the more satisfied and healthier workers, as reporting less conflicts with co-workers, as perceiving and reacting to supervisor behavior more positively, as having a satisfying private life and being able to enjoy leisure, as engaging in helping or citizenship behaviors at work, and so on (Bartley, Head & Stansfeld, 2007; Desivilya et al. 2006; Game, 2008; Geller & Bamberger, 2009; Hardy & Barkham, 1994; Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Schirmer & Lopez, 2001) . So, even though we found secures to be less committed to the organization, the latter findings do not suggest to potential employers that it would be wise to keep the hands off secure employees.
Second, considering the different facets of organizational commitment, not all of them are related to positive outcome variables, and thus not all of them seem desirable from an organizational viewpoint. Following Wasti (2005) for example, continuance commitment has either been found to be unrelated or even negatively related to desirable work behaviors, such as enhanced performance or organizational citizenship behavior. Against the background of these findings, desirability at least of this commitment component seems questionable.
Third, we would like to point to the fact that while suggesting lower affective, normative and continuance commitment for secure employees, our results do not provide evidence for secure employees being uncommitted. In this regard, also potential negative aspects of high commitment have to be mentioned, although according evidence so far is limited (Moser, 1998) .
Finally, before drawing the conclusion that secures are poor workers, or before drawing any other conclusions from the present study, we definitely recommend further research due to the exploratory nature of our work. Besides simply replicating the current analysis in other, broader samples, future works should clarify whether or not secures do develop supervisor or team commitment, and if so, whether these commitments outweigh potential negative effects of their lower organizational commitment. Considering the positive relationships of secure attachment with other work at-titudes and work behaviors, it also seems worth to investigate whether the lower commitment of secures really manifests in lower productivity, or whether the higher commitment of insecures actually leads to higher productivity.
So, coming back to our question of whether or not one should abstain from employing secure individuals because of their lower organizational commitment, we currently opt for answering this question with "no", based on our reflections outlined above. Instead, we argue for taking into account individuals' attachment-related commitment preferences in prompting employee commitment. Adequate measures on an organizational level, like the provision of supervisor support (Meyer et al., 2002) , the implementation of transformational leadership (Felfe, Tartler & Liepman, 2004) or of work-life balance initiatives (Kaiser, Ringlstetter, Reindl & Stolz, 2010) , are practicable strategies in building and sustaining organizational commitment. If secures lower commitment is actually due to conflicting commitments, especially the last-mentioned work-life balance measures seem promising: by reducing potential conflicts between the work and the now-work domain, they contribute to the enhancement of affective and normative commitment, Related to the practical question of whether organizations should abstain from employing secure workers is a potential practical implication of our study. Thus, when considered in a broader context of personnel selection and placement, current findings imply the possibility of integrating attachment orientations as a further element in test batteries used in employee selection. However, before such and other practical applications are justified, there is a clear need for further research, due to the preliminary nature of our findings.
In particular, future research should seek to overcome the following limitations of the present work. One limitation pertains to the restricted generalizability of the current findings, because of the sample's characteristics. As described in the method section, our participants are highly educated white collar workers, which is why our findings have to be supported in other, broader samples. In addition, the exclusive use of self-report measures presents a limitation of the current work, as it implies the possibility of common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003) . Regarding attachment measures however, the study of Banai, Weller and Miculincer (1998) provides evidence for a high extent of accordance between self and other ratings of attachment.
In spite of its limitations, in analyzing the hypothesized link between individual differences in attachment orientations and related differences in the various forms of organizational commitment, the present paper contributes to the literature in several ways: First, with the exception of the above cited studies, works on possible contributions of attachment theory to the understanding of workplace attitudes and behaviors are rare (Geller & Bamberger, 2009) . Thus, on a broader theoretical level and in addition to the few existing works, our research provides further evidence for the expandability of attachment theory to the workplace domain. Second, the study at hand adds to existing knowledge, since to the authors' best knowledge it is the very first that explores the impact of attachment orientations on employees' affective, continuance and normative commitment. As outlined before, we deem the hypothesized link not only intuitively appealing, but also plausible from a theoretical perspective and there-fore consider it worth of future research. Third, and regarded from the viewpoint of organizational researchers, the present work follows Johnson and Chang's (2006) recommendation, according to which subsequent studies should additionally take individual-difference variables as antecedents of commitment into account. In doing so, it demonstrates that also the role of individual-difference variables, in our case attachment orientations, is worth considering.
Item
Factor 1: Anxiety Please note that the final factor solution presented in table 4 does not include the three items that were excluded because of low communalities. One of the excluded items measures affective commitment (Ich unterhalte mich gerne auch mit Leuten über meinen Betrieb, die nicht dort arbeiten). The other two items refer to continuance commitment (Ich mache mir keine Sorgen darüber, was passieren würde, wenn ich kündigte, ohne eine andere Stelle in Aussicht zu haben. Es wäre nicht mit zu vielen Nachteilen für mich verbunden, wenn ich momentan meinen Betrieb verlassen würde.).
